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PREFACE

The following report describes the influence of summer
experiences on the re-enroilment pattern of students at The City
University. It traces the experiences of cstudents who began as
first-time freshmen in Fa:il 1978 and follows them over a two-year
period: The authors report Eﬁét-éhé summer months are crucial to
the educational progress of aigaaeaataaéa students: By
implicition college based summer programs might serve to mitigate
thé influence of poor academic preparation on ultimate
educational attainment{

— - - - . e I - - L _ oo

"Summer Motivation and Retention", as the report is titled,
is the first in a sériés ng reports to be published as part of a
long-term foliow—up Stuay of studénts who entered The City
University of New York in the Fall of 1978. Robért Kapsis, the
senfo:i author, is a Professor of Sociology at Quéens College. He
has served as a consultant on the study almost from thé start,
with specific re-ponsibility for anzlyzing program éfféété on
student outccmes: In preparing this report, ﬁroféééor Kapsis was
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SUMMARY
. This study pfeééﬁéé an exploratory. analysis df.éﬁﬁﬁéf
cxperiencés and educational commitment among undergraduate
studznts at The City Uﬁivéféiiy of New York. Our results suggest
that among disadvantaged éEﬁaéhté; particularly those péiféfﬁihg
poorly in college, pressures to drop out of school become

Efféﬁqﬁﬁggdurinq thé summer months when most students are out oFf
sch?ol. Ry contrast, among more advantaged sﬁudéﬁté, their out
ofj$55661 summer okberiéncég, bedausé they are educationally more
:;vdﬁvéFéé, serve to reinforce their cohﬁifﬁéht to schooling:. The
- A
7 study's major findings are: )

disadvantaged students are more likely to drop out of

college than Sdﬁantaged studeénts. However, during the
school vear (i.e., hetween fall and spring semesters)

éaVantaqu and disadvantaged students have éﬁ:éiﬁél

chance of remaining in college.

The summér period is particularly crucial for students

TR T . 4o~ - -
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suggesting that summef’iearning may be important in
reducing the effects of prior disadvantage.
Specifically, among studefats who attend summer school;
fall re-enrollment occurs at nearly identical rates for
édvéﬁfé&éa and disgdvantaqed students: 93% of the most
advantaged and, 89% of the‘leaét advantaged eénroll for
their- fifth Eéllééé semester after attending summer
fschgol for two years in a row.

7

‘ . Pre-collége econonmic deprivation alone ié.ﬁéarly
unrejatéd to dropping out while bfé—ééllééé academic
disadvantage alone or in combination with ‘economic
disadvantage, is strongly related to leaving college:
)
. A~cademically disadvantaged students are approximately
three times more dependént upon their grade performance
for retention than others. For the academically
(/ﬂ\\\kg;, underprepared, grades are strongly related to
k\;‘\;;j “ retention; for those better prepareé for college,
a grades make much less of a- difference. Poor- grade
performance is particularly influential for the fall
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The findings from this study along with earlier réports on
the SEEK Pré-Fréshmen Summer Program at The City University
suggest that sSummér education mighc strengthen students'

< C

commitment to education, thereby reducing the effects of prior

disadvantage.




-

INTRODUCTION

A recurrent theme in reésearch on inequaiiEy is the relative
importance of education and family background in the achievement
of children:. Against the background of Lyndon Johnson's Great
Society program of the early 1960s, it was widely believed that
the way to improve the life chancés of the poor was £6 increase
their Oppoftdﬁifiéé for eduéation. Thus emerged the assumption
that rémedial and compensatory programs at all levels of

schooling would serve fo o6ffset +he educational disadvantages of

the poor.

Beginning with the survey conducted for Equality of

Educational Opportunity (Coleman et al:, 1966), eviderce Started

to accumulate that the impact of family background far outweighed

I3

he differences between schools and between educational programs

i

on éféééﬁt achievement. Despite impressive evidence to the
contrary (e:g., Jencks, et al. 1972), most édﬂ?éfoé éfiil
believe that schodling has a substantial impact bﬁ éBéﬁifiGé
deveyépﬁéﬁf but recognize that the &ffect of schooling is

difficult if not impossible to measure. They reason that "most

cerhAAT~ SviAdl AL L AXeEeFfII1 aa - — _



when most students are nof in school (and schoonls could have -
effects) and when family influences could be strongest. TIn
Heyns' orientation the infldéﬁéé of family is continuous
tﬁroﬁqhout thé year, whereas that of the school 1§ intermittert
in that most studénts are not enroiled in schooi during the

summer. In her analysis of sixth and seventh grade studénts in

Atlanta, Georgia, Heyns found that durir fhe summer monthsg

i

tspring to fall), family economic status and race, independent o
individual differences in achicvement, became substantially more
important as determimants of cognitive growth than during the

school year (fall to spring) . ~ According to Heyns: -

School does not equalize outcomés in any
absolute sense; during both thé schcol year and
the summer, relatively advantaged students learn
at a_faster rate, than do less privilaged pupils:
Disadvantaqged childre-, however, show a higher
rate of relative achievement durinqg *+he school
years than during the summer. The gap betwéen
black and white children, and betwecn low- and
high-income children widens disproportinsnately
during thé months when schools are not in
session. Schooling apparentily attenuates the
influence of socioeconomic status on achievement
and thereby reduces the direct dependence of
outcomes on family background: The effect is
common to every skill or subject tested for ,
either racial group and persists irrespective of
other controls (Heyns, 1978: 187).
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School and Beyornd, " sponsored by the National Center for
FEducation Statistics) are examining the impact of higher
education on cognitive growth: -~our réport is the first to apply

the Heyns pérspective to the issue of college retention.

In view of the prospect of declining énrollments throughout
*he 1%80s, increasing attention has been placeéd on efforts to
keep students i:. college as is evident from the large number of
studies on this subject published recently (Lenninq, Sauer; and
Bral, 1980: 1). While several studies have focused on the
vractical application of retention strategies and their
effectiveness in lowering thé college drop-out rate, to our
knowledge, none has explored thé possibie effect of summer school
atténdance in rajising retention rates, especially among
cducationally and economically disadvantaged students.

i

We exploré this issue for a recent freshmen cohort at The
City University of New York. The City Univérsity is the third
tarqest university in the United States, enroiiihg appféiiﬁéféiy
176,000 students, most of whom come from the five borbughé of New
York City. As an opén access institution, The City UniveiéiEy

e -



Following Hevns, we éiﬁéEE differences in the retention
rates of advantaged and disadvantaged students .to widen at a
greater rate between the spring and fall semesters than during
the school year: Family and peer pressures have a greater
adverse effect on disadvantaged students during the summef than
between the fall and spring semesters when schooling to a great
&xtent should attenuate the infiuence of family and peers on
rétention. Among diséﬁvant&@éd students, particularly those
pbrforminé_pooriy in ébliége, family and peer pressures to drop
out of school aré strongest and most effective during the summer

S L
months when the vast majority of cbiléQe students are 6&5 of
school (cf. Tffert, 15&3; Barger and Hall, 1964). By contrast,

among more advantaged Stﬁdépté, théir out of school summer
-experiences should reinforce their commitmént to schooling.

who are inéiiﬁéa to interpret their poor college performance as
{
confirmation that they are cognitively ill-equipped for college

and; therefore, owe it to their families to drop out and secure a

P T e - B B E . BT e
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re-enrollment, that is, a correlation analogous to the low

association between level of éisadVahféééiéﬁa spring retention we

hypothesized earlier for students enrolled the previous fall.

This argument assumes that ‘Ssummer school attendance is effective
in raising retention .rates and that the effectiveness of summer
school is a product of not only improving the coghitive skills of
participants but also in strengthéning their commitment to

education against countervailing préssures from peers and family.
I T . - - ‘ :

In this paper,; we will distinguish betwéén two types of
pré=college dépr;VéEiéﬁé -- economic and'éduéétiOhai -- and
éxamine how they independently and conjointly iniiuénce college
réténtion ra£es quer several semesters. One WOuiE expect college
studenfﬁ from low=income family backgrounds to feel pressures
from their families to drop out of college and secure a job,
especially if théy are performing bééfi§ in séﬁobl; However,
high academic achievers from economically impoverished
backgrounds should also feel these press&féé: Accordingly, they
Would be expected to drop out at a higher rafe, especially during
the éﬁﬁﬁéf,ithan their countérparts among more affiuent students.
To test this strictly economic argument, we Wiii,déé information
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to diverse cosmopolitan experiences are "more educationailly
advantaged" than students exposed to the usual localized sociail
aCtivities.ébmmdhly associated with socially and culturally

deprived bacquounds.

ﬁéyné, for éXémpié, reports that rich chHildren learned at
the same rateé during the summeér as they éié’éuripq the school
year. MOreoVer; she uncovered thrée éXpéniéhcéé that correlated
significantly witb summer iéérning == (1) §€§§énté who attended
summer school a greater distance frém their owﬁ home than their
usual neighborhood school learned moré.than those who attended
summer schéoi in the local program; (2) childrea who went on’
learned more; and (3) childrén who owned bicycles learned more.
‘As Randall Collins (1981) has astutely 6B§éf6éa;éé11 three
_correlates of summer learning in the Heyns' study are indicators
usual localized social routirne of working class children: Since
middle clsss éhiidréﬁ'é lives are usually more éééﬁéﬁéliﬁéﬁ and

i

diverse than working class children's lives, middle class



empioyed as a proxy for such pre=college educational
disadvantaqes. Several studies (e.q., Wilensky, 1964) suggest
that parental cofumi tment to education and'oEﬁéf diverse
cosmopotitan learning experiéncés are powerful predictors of
subsequent school performance among offspring: While more direct
measures of parental outlook would be preferable here; we believe
that high school average will roughly differentiate students

exposed to diverse learning experiences from those who are not.




DATA AND METHODS

* To test the validity of the summer motivation thesis, we
analyzed longitudinal data spanning two and one half years on all
students who énrolled at thé senior (Bachelor degree programs)

and commurniity colleges (Aééociate degree programs) of The City

University of New York as full-time freshmen in the Fall of 197§.
€Complete information was available for 21,079 students. We

" eliminated fFS% the analysis all tho&é who earned degrees within
the period under study, since ocur major dependent variahle was_
retention rates. This group consisted almost eéntirély of’//
Associ. o degree recipients who finished in the conventional two

vear period (N=1466) . *

Thé City Univérsity of New York is made up of eight seaior
colleges and nine community colleges: Admissioii to most of theJ
senior collegés réquires having an academic high school éverage
of 8¢ or ranking in the top third of one's-high school class. To
gain admission to anv of the community colleges, applirants need
only have a high” school diploma or equivalency. In addifion to

these basic admissions criteria, Thé City University admi€s



’

Krowledge) at the sénior Coiiéqes; Coiléqe'DiSCOVéry at the
community collegés. These programs were instituted during the
mid 1960's prior to the beginning of The City University's open
admissions poiicy és a way of proviéing coiiége access to
ﬁiéqdvanfaqéd students. Special progrém students are by
definition dis&dvantaged -- both académically and economically ==
and are tﬁéféfbre‘a natural group for which to test summér school

¢

hypotheses: As a result of the open admissions policy wﬁiCh

began in 1970 "and was modified in 1976, a considerablé numbér of
academically underprepared and/or economically disadvantaged
students gain admission to senior or community collegeés as
reqular orogram students, thus providing more cases to test thé
hypotheses: 'Academicatly disadvantaged regular senior college
average but rank in the top third of their class: General
equivalency diploma recipients who gained admission to senior
college reqular programs are also academically disadvantaqged
University -in that they have compieted significantly less

academic courscwork.
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point average;,; measured at the end of each semestér considered,
is ised as our measure of academic success. Gradé point averages
éarned in their coursework by the total nimber of régular (i.e.,
non-remedial) college credits they attempted; quality points are
numérical conversions of conventionel letter grades.

We enploy two measures of pre-college disadvantage. The
first, high s~hool academic average,* was employed as our measure
of pre-college educational disadvantage. Senior college students
with high scuool averagés below 20 and community college students
with high school averages below 75 were placed in this category,
in addition to students with general equivalency diplomas.

; | o
The second background measure, gross family income at time

pre-college economic disadvantage. 'As with our pre::college \

academic measure, wc dichotomized the economic méasure, using the
- - S B )

1978 poverty line of $7500 as our cut-off ‘for coding ;students as
economically disadvantaged: We then combined our two measures

into- an indéx of "disadvantage" (see Figure 1).
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FIGURR 1: DISADVANTAGE CATEGORIES

’ Academic Background.
Low High
- . Disadvantaged Economically
Economic ! disadvantaged
Background — - — — ——
i Hiah fidacationally Adventaged
g disadvantaged

Analyses were performed separately for senior and community
colleges and for the total cohort. Tables are presented for thse
total cohort since we found only. slight differences in results
when analyzing t:e data by college level. These differences do

not affect the conclusions.
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RESULTS
!
Tables 1 and 2 present re-enrollment ratéé,for‘thé 1978
freshmen class over five consecutive semesters and brokén down by
level of disadvantage. In Table 1, the re-enrollmént rates
represent the percentage of the 1978 freshmen class who
registéered for the semester in question:  Accordingly, the table

shows a declineé over time in the percent of students retained

since the denominator for each retention calculation -- the total
number of first-timé freshmen enrolled in fall 1978 -- remains
the same. By contrast, thé semester ré:énréiiﬁéﬁé rates
presented in Table 2 réeflect oni§ those students in Eﬁéli978
freshmen class enrolled in the semester immediately prior to the
one under ekamiAation. (3tudents who aroppéd out fcfréﬁé or more
semesters and returned later -- stop outs -= are not inciuded in
our analysis.) To jllustrate, in Table 2:the fall 1980
rb:énrollmégi rate for disadvantaged students is 67 ﬁércent{

This figure reflacts the percentage of disadvantaged students

énrolled in sprinq'1986 and who re-enrolled in fall 1980.

Compatible with the summer motivation thesis, Tables 1 and 2
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Indeed, the spring 1979 enrollment rate for thé most advantaged
group is only 4 percentage points highér than for the least =
advantaged (89;pércent versus 85 percent). By‘COnt;ast, when we
examine the fall 1979 retention raté for those enrolled the
previous semester (see Table 2), wé find that the retention rate
- for ghe most advantaged §roup is.draﬁaticaiiy higher than for the
least advantaged group (85 percent re-enrolleéd vérsus
71 pércent). -Mbviﬁé forward to spring 1980, the diépérity.in
réténtion between the mbéﬁféEGéﬁtégéd and most disédVénfégeé
students is dramatiCally fééﬁééa (by eight percentage points),
paralleling thé pattern fér the previous yeap? These subgroup
patterns are repeated throughout the 1978 cohort's first five
semesters at The City University and provide strong preliminary

support for the summér motivation thesis.

Up until now, the discussion has béeh\limiEéa to comparison

between the two extreme subgroups == the "advantaged” and the

——

"disadvantaged:” For the less extremé subgroups (the
. i 4

"economically disadvantaged" and "educatﬁénéiiy disadvantaged") ;
the results are less clear-cut than expected Sincé we found that

only the “eduCatioﬁéiiy disadvantaged" é&bgroup mirrored the

PR - T AU S
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for the "disadvantaged" group (seé Tablé 2). In other words, the
re-enrollment patterns for these two groups are remarkably
similaf; Indeed; the retention pattérns for the "educationally
disa&véﬁféééa" ard "disadvantaged" Sub—gfgups remain alike in
1980 a;d 1981. By égntrast; for the "écbnomiCé;iy disadvéhfégéé"
subgroup; we find that the semester by séméstér pattern is almost
identical to that of the most advantaged group. For 1579, spring
and fall re-enrollment rates for the "economically disadvantaged"

subgroup are 90 percent and 82 percent, respectively, compared to

(0]l

89 parcént and 85 percent for the "advantaged" group (se
Table 2). These patterns are also repeated in 1980 and 1981. 1In
addition to'Suppogking the summer motivation thesis, the above
findings undérécéfé the importance of pre-college educational
aavantﬁge as a bfééictor of college retention: In éffect;_
academic preparation is a far more salient factor £Béh.poverty in

explaining the attrition of college students.:

o ) i , o

What® is the effect of summér school attendance on retention?
Tables 4 and 5 show that for all four subgroups, those who
attended summer school were more likely to ré=énroll the

following fall than those not attending a summeér program. For



more likely to re-enroll in fall 1980 than those who attended
éﬁﬁﬁéf school only once. This efféct is most proﬁodﬁééa for the
"disadvantaged® group. \

As another way of testing the summér thesis, we examined the
cOrreiatibn between college performance (as measured by |
cuﬁuiétiVe grade.bciﬁf average) and retention by lével of
vdiééévén;égeﬁ Recall that, according to the summér thésis,
diéadvantéged students who perform poorly in college are more
likely to drop out than their counterparts among advantaged
students, who despitée bad grades; should remain committad to
schooling bécause of their eariier exposure to more diverse
learning experiences. As shown in Table 3, in all five
éémeéters; the correlations betWéén cumulative grade point
average (FPA) and reténtion are stronger for disadvantaged than
for advantaged students. Moréover, as hypothesized, between
group differences in the strength of the correlation widened over
the summer: For example, for students énrolled continucusly
through fall 1979, the correlation betweer GPA and spring 1980
" retention is 250 for the most advantaged éna .275 for the 1least

advantaged. By épﬁtféét; for students enrolled continuously



ST
correlations between GPA and retention bécoms weaker in each
Suééééaiﬁé_ééﬁéétéf; the correlations for the-most éiSadVantaQGa
group become stronger after the summer and thén weaken during the
academic year only to become noticqabiy Strongér again after the
‘following summer.

C .

“Of course, Wﬁéf appears as.a gummer school effect in the
preésent study could ééEEéliy be an artifact of not having
controlled for background differences between those who enrolled
in summér school aﬁd those who did not: 1Indeed; our data show
that those whp attend a summer session éfé better students (as
measured by cﬁmuiétiVé grade point average) than non-attenders
and that better students are more likely to re-enroll., For
example, 55 percént of 1979 summer school atfenders are "good"
students as opposed to only 35 percent of non-attenders.
Moreover; as Tables 7 and 8 documént,; regardless of level of
éisaavéﬁEééé; students with a high GPA are more likely to
re-enroll the following fall than those with

S . : - L
example; among the "disadvantaged" group who were-enrolled in

a low GPA. For

spring 1979, we find that 89 percent of those with high GPAs
re-enrolled in fall 1979 as opposed to only 65 pércéent oﬁ.those

~ - ———




find from Table 9 that 88 percent of those attending summer
school re=enrolled in fall 1979 compared to Oniy 59 percent of
non:attendors; and the re<e:-ollment éfféct for those attending

csummer sessions holds for those with high GPAs as well.

According to the summer motivation perspective, the
relationship petween loével of disadvantacé and fall ré-enrollment
among summer school attenders should be anaiOQOug to the
rhiafionship between level of ﬂisadvantage and spring retention
amona students enrolled the previous fall. That is, among summer
school attenders, differences between advantaged and
disadvantaged students shoald be minimal. The data reported in
Tables 4 and 5 support this expectation. Among 1979 summer
school attenders; for example; the fall 1979 re-enrollment rate

is 94 percent for the most advantaged students and 93 percent for

the least advantaged (see Table 4) . By contrast, among students
not attending summer school that year, there is a substantiai
di fference in the fall 1979 re-enrollment rate between the least

and most advéntaqed ones (68 pe - ~ent versus Sé‘percent).

As a final test of thé summér thesis, we explored the
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backgrounds would be expected to have the motivation to compiéte

coljego regardless of their performance in school.

Alternatively, it could be argued that differences in
retention between advantaged and disadvantaged students simply
iéf}éCE differences in Eéiiééé‘ﬁéfféfhéhéé: That is, students
from disadvantaged backgrounds perform poorly in college and, in
turn, students who 561p06fiy; are more likely to drop out:
According fo this view; college performance functions as a
consequence of pre-college advantage and as a cause cf high
ré=eénrol Iment rates. If college achievement funcfions as a
intérvening tost factor, then holding it constant would cause the
réténtion raté differenc: between advantaged and disadvantaged
students to éharpiy décline or éisappear. By contrast, the
summer motivational thesis would prédict that armong low
achievers, subgroup differences in theé fall retention ratée will
persist, particularly among those who do not attend summer school
while among high achievers, subgroup differences would be small.
Tables 9 and 10 present retention rates in.fall 1979 and fall
1980 by level of disadvantage after controls have been introduced

for summer school status and cumulative grade point average. As
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least advantaged re-énrolled th? following fall, while for low
achievers who did attend SUmmégléchOOi, the comparable figures
are 91 percent and 88 ?ercent, réspectively. Among high
achievers,; on éhe other hand, différences bétween advantaged and

disadvantaged students were minimal regardless of whether they

attended summer school. Thesé findings further support the

summer, thesis.
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CONCLUSTION

The results of these analyses strongly suggest that efforts

at equalizing educational. outcomes should focus on increasing the
amount of time that disadvantaged students spend in school rather
than simply through efforts at improving the quality of their
school (as, for example, through improving the quality of
remedial education). 'Comménting on the shift in his research
after 1971, éhriétophér Jencks writes in his forward to the Heyns

bOOk:

...our attention had begun to shift away from
the effects of school quality to the effects of
wyuantitative differeénces in exposure to
schooling. This shift in interest reflected the

g fact that our research consistently showed that
while improving the school quality had little

long-term impact on any tangible outcome, an
extra year of schooling still raised men's
occupational status and earnings, even after

controlling family background and initial
ability (xv).
»
Oné obvious reason why schooling affects economic success is that
it réduces cognitive inequality between advantaged and

disadvantaged qroups: The research reported in this paper
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Finally, the findings on the effect of summer school should
alert vs to the potential importance (especially for
educationally disadvantaged students who aré the least likely to
attend summer school) that summer programs hold Eor enhanaing
sducational hppoftdﬁity; However, before réétructuring CUNY's
éummbr programs (e.q., by making them more attractlvP ‘to students
througt economic 1nducém9nts), we recommend that a 1ong1tud1na1
attitudinal survey study bé conducted in order that we can
rigorously control for possible motivational differences that may
distinguish studénts who enroll in CUNY'S summer programs from

those that do not.
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TABLE 1

AL 1978 FIRST=TINE FULLIDE FRESHMAY:
RETENTION OVER SIX SEMESTERS BY LEVEL OF DIS:CVASTACE

Percent Rtaified by Séngstér
e Spring 1979 RBall 199 Spring 1980 Fall1sh0  Spring 98]
Dsadvantage % & L X & X L ¥ 1N

Wvantaged 889 (M3 i (3 L3 (D) 6L (5156) 9.0 (5057)

Eeonontcally - o o
dsadvantaged 898 (240) W3 (MOY 02 (N0) S5 (2698) 557 (2649)
Bducationally e
dsadvantaged 813 (S156) ‘29 GBK) 54 (5I%) 437 GBEG) 410 (504

Disavintaged 853 (190) 615 (1960) 5.8 [(19%0) 4.0 (190) 3i4 (787))
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TUBLE 2
__FALL 1976 FIRSI-TINE FULL-TINE FRESHMA:
 RETENTION OVER SIX SEMESTERS 1P 70 SHMESTER I¥
VEICH RETENTION RATE 1S CALCCLATED BY LEVEL OF DISADVANTAGE

Percent Retained by Semester

Lol o Spring 1979 Fall 1979 Spring 1980 Fall 1980 Spring 1981
Dsadvantage 1 N % K 2 0N 1 ¥ 1 o

Avantaged 8RO (S23) 8L (44) 917 (629) 853 BBI) % (3148)

ﬁconomicéiiy, o . o :

disadvantaged  89.8  (2740)  BLS  (2388)  92.2  (1887) 841 (1645) 92,0  (1279)
CBdweatfonally .

disadvantaged  81.3°  (5156)  75.7 (3909)  BB.6  (2749) 73,4 (2259)  9L.0  (1471)

bisadvantaged 853 (1940)  71.2 (6566) 87.0 (@Bié) 67.4 (jiié) 8.1 (2376)

3



Level of -
Disadvantape
Advantaged
il
disadvantaged
Educationally

disadvantaged

Disadvantaged

[

o TABLE 3
CORIELATIONS 0F COMIATIVE GROE PO
~ AVERAGE AND RETENTION OVER FIVE SEMESTERS FOR
CONTINUOUS STUDENTS ENROLLED IN PREVIOUS SEMESTER

Spring 1979 Fall 1979 Spring 1980 Fall 1980 Soring 1931
N ¥ xr ¥ xr ¥ r ¥
34 B0 L8k (638 .50 ©68) L% (131 IR (2448)
309 Q66 00 B8 28 (8se) 305 (1) 3 (1)
A7 (WBE9) %8 (38BK) L2TL (Q79) L2 (25%) .03 (147
I8 N6 AT (605) LTS (6S10) LT (779) L300 (230)
35

—S9Z—
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TABLE 4

' _FALL 1979 RETENTION RATE BY SUMMER PROGRAM STATUS AND LEVEL
OF DISADVANTAGE FOR CONTINUOUS STUDENTS ENROLLED THROUGKR SPRING 1979

(Fall 1978 First-Time Full-Time Freshmen Only)

Percent Retained Fall 1979 .

Not FEnrolled Sumsier 1979 ' Enrolled Summér 1979
- "

Level of )
Disadvantage YA N %

Advantaged 81.8 (3426) 941 (1026)

Fconomically R
disadvantaged 77.5 (1878) 96.1 {510)

Fduent fonally | o -
disadvantaged . 7223 (32083 91.0 (701)

Disadvantaged 68.4 (5807) 92.6 (759)
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TABLE 5

FALL 1980 RETENTION RATE BY SUMMER PROGRAM STATUS AND LEVEL

OF DISADVANTAGE FOR CONTINUOUS STUDENTS ENROLLED THROUGH SPRING 1980

Lcvel of
Disadvantage

Advantaged

ﬁconqmibaiiy
disadvantaged
Fducationally

disadvantaged

Disadvantaged

(Fall 1978 Firat=Time Full-Time Freshmen Only)

v

Percent Retained Fall 1980-%_

Not Enrolled Summer 1979 Enrolléd Summer 1979
% N | % N
81:5 (2111) 93.2 (1020)
80.0 . (1177) “94.2 (468)
69.1 C(1691) 86.1 T (568)
62.9 (3114) 88.0 (655)
(}



Disadvantage

Advantaged

Fconomically
disadvantaged

Educationally
disadvantaged

biéédvnntéged
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TABLE 6

FALL 1980 RETENTION RATE BY NUMBER OF SUMMERi
_SESSIONS ATTENDED AND LEVEL OF DISADVANTAGE FOR
CONTINUOUS STUDENTS ENROLLED THROUGH SPRING 1980
(Fall 1978 First-Time Fulil-Time Freshmen Only)

Percent Retained Fall 1980

No Sommers _One Summer Two Summers
7 N % N 727 N
803 (1694) 90.5 (1028) 932.9 (409)
79.3 (964%) 87.0 (463) 95.0 (218)
9.3 (1410) 78.1 (607) 85.6 (242)
62.6 (2764) 77.6 (773) 88.8 (243)

[N
(293



Level of

Advantaged

Fconomically
disadvantaged
kducationaily

disadvantaged

Disadvantaged
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TABLE 7

FALL. 1979 RETENTION RATE BY CUMULATIVE
GRADE POINT AVERAGE AND LEVEI, OF DTSADVANTAGE
FOR _CONTINUOUS STUDENTS ENROLLED THROUGH SPRING 1979

(¥all 1978 First-Time Full-Time Freshmen Only)

Percent Retained Fall 1979 [

Low GPA

76.5

71.1

72.5

6427

(1734)
(2584)
(1141)

(4670)

High GP®
% N
90.1 (2705)
85.7 (1295)
90.2 (1237)
89.1 1825)
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

l.evel of
Disadvantage

Advantaged

Lconomically
disadvantaged

Educationally
disadvantaged

Disadvantaged
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TABLE 8

B PAYY 1980 RETENTTON RATFE BY CUMUTLATIVE
(R/\DV I’(HNT ﬁVFR/\(‘]‘ AND LEVEIL OF DTSADVANTACE
FOR CONT INUOU'\ STUDFN['\ ENROLLED THROUGH SPRING 1980
(Fall 1978 FIrst=Time Full=Time Freshmen Only)

Percont Retained Fall 1979

L.ow GPA

—

78:5
65.2

74.1

N

N

s

(1191)
(1532)
(741)

“

¢2888)

45

_____High GPA
%

89.5

90.6

92.4

87.3

N

(1940)
(727)
€903)

(891)

,,;;_



Level of
Disadvantage

Advantaged

Fonomically
Jisadvantaged
Fducationally

disadvantaged

Disadvantaged

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

TABLE 9

* FALL 1976 RETENTION RATE BY LEVEL
~ OF DISADVANTAGE CONTROLLING FOR SUMMER -
SCHOOL STATUS XD CEMULATIVE GRADE POINT AVERAGE

Percent- Retained Fall 1979

Not Enrolled Surmer 1§79

Ehroiied éummer_lglg_____

Low GPA _ High (P4 Low GPA Righ GPA
IS S TS N S SR S
66.7  (1093)  86.8  (2502) 911 (224) 946 (826)
62.4 (768) 86,9 (1158)  92.0  (137)  97:4  (386)
632 (2016)  83.0  (1407) 86,0 (300) 945 (436)
8.6 (3829)  86.4 (20803 87.8  (353) 96,0 (429)



Lgvéi of
Disadvantage

Advantaged

Econonically
disadvantaged

Educationally
disadvantaged

Disadvantaged

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

FALL 1980 RETENTION RATE BY LEVEL

TABLE 10

OF DISADVANTAGE CONTROLLING FOR SUMYER

SCHOOL STATUS AND CUMULATIVE GRADE POINT AVERAGE

Pércent Réetained Fall 1980

vot Enrolled Summer 1980

low GPA
7 X
TRINNGT
6 (4.89)
524 (1192)
51,9 (2337)
/

§

~ High GPA

%

86. 3

89.5

87.4

83.8

i

(1678)
(192) /
(825)

(1052)

_tarolled Sumer 1980

Low GPA
D
83:3 (234)
88.7 (115)
72.8 (276)
77,8 (329)

High GPA

%

95.4

95.0

94,0

95,2

N

(867)
(380)
(366)

(337)



L TABLE 11
§ii1. 1980 RETENTION RATE BY NUMBER OF SMIER
SESSIONS ATTENDED AND LEVEL OF DISADVANTAGE

CONTROLLING FOR COMULATIVE GRADE POINT AVERAGE
Percent Retained Fall 1980 _
Low Cuzulative Grade Point . High Cunolative Grade Point
o Sumer  One Sumer . Mo Sumers  NoSumers  Ooe Swmer  Too Sumers |

Level of - . _ - - ) _
RS S TS WS ST SN NS S N NS N S |

gl 608 () 68 (B0 80 (9) 8.6 (B &0 (B0 Wb ()

gonontcally S -
dsadvantaged  62.9  (40) M8 (M) 889 (45) BT (&) %h0. (30) 9D (189)

Regationdlly | I o
dsadvantazed 527 (1008) 616 (W) 729 (%) 882 (e1) 9L () 0T (18D)

Meadvntaged 519 (QU07) 6.0 (S 6T (03 BLS (8 6 (8 L (15

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



